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"Dittos, Rush” 





From across the fruited plain 


| am 18, and am filled with anticipation when- 
ever I find The Limbaugh Letter in the mail, 
bearing the monthly pictures of yourself. Not 
only do I love the truth I know will be inside, but 
also your rare talent of blending personality and 
natural openness with the sobering issues of the 
day. Your December issue was a blast, especially 
“My Conversation with Myself.” Brilliant, as 
always. The guy you interviewed sounds as great 
as yourself. 
— LEILA MCGRATH, PATCHOGUE, NY 
[t was a most stimulating conversation, with some 
of the best questions I have ever been asked — and 
some of the best answers I have ever heard. 


Hurrah! Ditros! I just finished the article "Are 
You Surly? Washington's New Ploy: Blaming the 
Voters’ from your December issue. It makes me 
want to climb up on the roof and shout, “some- 
body understands me!” You have eloquently stat- 
ed everything I've been feeling. I am a law-abid- 
ing, tax-paying, gun-owning citizen who has 
always believed that 1 could accomplish anything 
if I worked hard enough. My husband and I are 
reaping the rewards of our labor, and I am fed up 
with being called selfish. I am willing to do any- 
thing I possibly can to fix. this, starting with lis- 
tening to, watching, and reading you every possi- 
ble moment. You speak the truth. Please don't 
ever stop. 

— ARYANA EISENMANN, VAN Nuys, CA 
Dont worry, Áryana. Im not going to go away until 
everyone 1n America agrees with me. 


Your most recent Letter (“Standing 
On Principle”) was a masterpiece! Every 
single page! Both Democrats’ and 
Republicans in Congress should have 
a copy right under their 
noses every day — for a 
continued reminder of nor 
just that the people voted but 
the how and why of that vore. 
| consumed every word of this 
issue and I look forward 
to more and more of "Rush 
enlightenment.” 

— Jovck A. WYATT, 

BANDERA, TX 

Thank you, Joyce. Rest assured — 
my newsletter is widely read in 
Washington. And since Nov. 8, it 15 
being read far more openly in seme 
quarters, 






As usual, great stuff in your December letter. It 
must be nice to have such a mammoth pool to 
select from for your monthly “Stupid Quotes” 
feature. The only criticism I can offer for the 
newsletter and your radio/TV shows is your refer- 
ences to the dominant media as the "mainstream" 
media. They have slipped so far out of touch with 
mainstream America that they should more 
appropriately be labeled the "slipstream" media. 
You are the mainstream. 

— CW4 Bos HOWARD (KET.), 


| GLOUCESTER POINT, VA 
I agree. Which 15 why I now use the terms “Old 


Media" and "New Media.” The EIB network 15, 
naturally, the vanguard of the New Media. 


While reading the terrific interview you did 
with yourself I was beset by a group of curious 
colleagues, seeking a thumbnail characterization 
of The Limbaugh Letter. Given the skeptical dis- 
position of the audience, it seemed critical to 
answer clearly and to the point. So I described 
your newsletter as a literary cross between Mad 
magazine and National Review. They “got it.” 
Next, they'll probably get, and love, The 
Limbaugh Letter. 


_— JAMES SOVIERO, E. SETAUKET, NY 
Thank you — I think! 


Your editorial, “Standing on Principle” was 
outstanding. No one has more clearly defined the 
dividing line between the dictatorship of the left 
and the freedom of the right. 


— HALE M. KNIGHT, Novato, CA 
Thanks. And the cover portrait wasn't bad, either 


Your December issue was exceptional! I am 
seriously considering sharing it with a liberal co- 
worker, whose husband recently lost to a Re- 
publican in a local race. She is having difficulty 
understanding what happened and I believe 
The Limbaugh Letter could enlighten her. 


_ — SUZANNE BREEDLOVE, GUTHRIE, OK 
Advise her to have the courage to believe the truth, 
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resident Clinton recently touted 
his “Middle Class Bill of Rights” 
before a cheering crowd at Carl 
Sandburg College, a vocational 
school in Galesburg, IL: “We ought to 
just give you the money,” he said, “if 
you're eligible for it, and let you bring it 
here and get a good education." Give you 
the money. "I want to spend two years 
working on lifting incomes..." he added. 
Lift incomes. 

According to U.S. News & World Report, 
“Warring factions [in Washington] want 
to hand out fistfuls of dollars by cutting 
your taxes." Hand out dollars. The article 
continues: "Although recent polls show 
thar more than 80 percent of Americans 
favor a cut in taxes for most Americans, 
the key question is whether Americans can 
afford all this government largess.” 
Government largess. 

Columnist Lars-Erik Nelson in New 
York Newsday writes that "... most 
working Americans have not felt the 
benefit of [Clinton's] economic policies. 
A tax cut would be a nice sop to them, but 
it would do nothing to solve the underly- 
ing problem." A sop. 

"The [tax cut] proposals have these 
things in common," reports David E. 
Rosenbaum on page one of The New York 
Times: “They are frightfully expensive.... 
They spread the money so thin that they 
offer most middle-income families less 
than what it costs to buy a pizza a week. 
And most economists, regardless of cheir 
politics or ideology, view such tax cuts as a 
lousy idea.” Expensive. Offer a pizza a 
week. Lousy, 

In The Washington Post, David Broder 
gave President Clinton advice on how to 
“define and defend the sacred ground of 
the Democratic Party. [These] principles 
are worth fighting for: In budget policy, 
the priority of fiscal discipline ... over 
tax cuts and other goodies. In economic 
policy, measures to steer the rewards of 
4 prosperous society toward hard-working 
middle-income families, rather than 
toward those already rich...." Goodies. 
Steer the rewards. 

Friends, what is the assumption behind 
all of these statements, and behind virtual- 
ly every proclamation made by a liberal 
about the economy? (Besides, of course, 
that the wealthy are greedy, disgusting, and 
evil.) What unstated premise do these 
quotes have in common? 

They really think its Washingtons money: 

This is the unspoken belief that ener- 
gizes every sneering, disdainful comment 
about tax cuts, about spending cuts, about 
limiting the federal budget in any way. 





WASHINGTON — 


Unless you understand this, nothing else 
you hear from this bunch makes any sense. 
Mark my words: the notion that Wash- 
ington owns the money, to distribute as it 
sees Fit, is the consistent philosophical 
basis of the liberal view of revenue. What 
you have in your pocket, and your bank 
account, is what Washington allots. It’s 
your allowance, as it were. 

How else can you explain statements 
like this, by Bill Clinton: “My standard 
[for a tax cut] will be, Will tt help increase 
incomes for the middle class ... and can 
we pay for i?" The loony-tune idea that 
the government has to "pay" for tax cuts 
just frosts me. It is absolutely 180 degrees 
out of phase to define not taking someone's 





money as if it were a sort of national pur- 
chase, Washington did nothing, nada, zip 
to earn that money. The people earned ir. 
The people created that wealth with their 
hard work, with sheir discipline, with 
their time, with ther innovation, 
with their energy and their effort. Allowing 
them to keep a little more of their own 
cash, to spend on their own families 
in ways they deem best, is not an act of 
generosity or beneficence on the govern- 
ment's part. To take so much of it in the 
first place, my friends, could arguably be 
called ... theft. 


ut liberal Democrats truly see tax 
money as a sort of political slush 
fund. They have been buying 
votes for so long, that they think 
"the middle class" is simply lining up for 
its share of the payoff. Here's the thinking: 
"Dang! We lost the election. Lots of mid- 
dle-class types seem mad; keep talking 
about this tax cut stuff. Well, we know 
how to buy off constituents. We've been 
doing it for generations! Lets reach into 
our piggy bank here in the Treasury and 
dole out some goodies. We dont like it 
very much — because, heck, theres an 
awful lot of these people! This is going to 
take mucho cash. Well, okay, we'll hand it 
out; but we'll scold the rest of the country 
every step of the way." 

I’m right about this, folks, I know how 
these people think. If you dont believe me, 
I want you to read very carefully assorted 
excerpts from what Richard Gephardt, 
House Minority Leader, said in December, 
way back when he was offering his version 
of a tax cut (before he, as Pac Man of 
Congress, decided to gobble up other 
Republican ideas like the flat tax): 





Who are you for, who do you want to 
help, who do you think deserves help? We 
think hard-working families who are earn- 
ing $35,000 and $45,000 and $25,000 a 
year are the people that need help. Nor 
the families thar are earning $250,000 and 
$500.000 and $1 million a year, which 
the Republicans, time and ume again, go 
back to help ... It's ume to put something 
back in the pocketbooks of working fami- 
lies ,.. Lets face it, many of America's 
richest families would get a big giveaway 
under the GOP plan. Thats money we 
cant afford ... It is going to be hard to 
accommodare any tax cut in these tight 
budgets. We have to pay for the tax cut. 
We cant just pull it out of thin air ... | 
personally believe that if we're going to 


continued | 
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find room for a tax cur, and | hope we 
will, I believe it has to be aimed very pre- 
cisely at the people in our country who 
have been the most pressed and the most 
squeezed economically ... We're going to 
be for tax policy that aims very precisely, 
our tax relief, at the hard-working, hard- 
pressed, hard-squeezed middle-income 
families ... I'm talking about people that 
cant buy groceries every week. I'm ralking 
about people that have no way to pay for 
their childrens education. They dont even 
consider college. It's not even an option in 
their life. Um talking about people that 
cant afford health care, dont have a health 
care policy, and don't have a hint or an 
idea of where they could ever afford 
to have that, even though they need it 
and are scared to death because they 
dont have it. Im talking about families 
who have parents who need help and 
have not a clue of how they could 
ever help them... These people are 
having trouble making ends meet 

| want to give that rax cut to workers — 
anyone earning less than $75,000 a year 


ranslation: Rich people arent 
going to vote for us anyway 
Screw them, But we gotta buy 
back people who used to vote 
for us. We'll say they need “help.” We'll 
say those in the middle class are in trouble 
We'll say they can't even buy groceries! 
We'll rescue them! We'll target them. “Put 
something in their pocketbook.” Yeah, 
that's the ucket 
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Always remember this, my friends. 
When the Democrats talk about tax 
cuts for the middle class, they mean some- 
thing quite different than you think they 
do. Its more of the same, more “How can 
we fool ‘em today?" They really view a 
tax cut as just a payoff. Which, of 
COUISeZ IS NOWAENEY A 
do their job. | 

Why else do you 
think nearly everyone 
on the left, those in 
the Administration 
and elsewhere in 
the Democratic 
party, continues to 
refer to the compet- 
ing rax cur plans a 
"bidding war”? 
Hmmm? It's because 
that’s exactly what 
theyre doing. They 
are trying to make a 
high-stakes bid for 
you ... with your own 
money. And dont 
miss Gephardts little 
escape clause: "I per- 
sonally believe thar 1f 
we're going to find 
room for a tax cut, 
and l hope we 
will..." Remember 
Bill Clinton said he 
personally believed 
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he could find room ‘50 ‘55 


for a tax cut, too — 


before the election. Robert B. Reichhhh 
says “the next two years will be a battle for 
the anxious class's soul.” He really means 
their votes. My friends, the cynicism here 
is mind-boggling. | 

This is why the message has to go back 
to these clowns, loud and clear, over and 
over again: WASHINGTON, IT AIN'T YOUR 
MONEY. 

And let's go back to Gephardt’s “hard- 
pressed, hard-squeezed" people in the mid- 
dle class. How did they get that way? 
Reichhhh blames (of course) Republicans: 
"The Contracr With America [is] a rerun, 
on a larger screen, of 12 years of Re- 
publican government — 12 years of stag- 
nation or decline for most working 
Americans, We've seen this movie before 
and we know the plot.” 

Gephardt says: "For 15 years, incomes 
in this country have eroded. Our standard 
of living has slipped." 

So let's look at real median income 
in America. Between 1989 and 1993, 
real median income fell 7 percent. It fell 
8 percent between 1979 and 1982. 
Bur, my friends, between 1982 and 
1989, real median income rose 13 
percent. How can this be? What 
happened between 1982 and 1989, 
my friends? Tax rates for everybody — 


continued on page 16 l 


40 Years of 
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Income Lost to Federal Taxes 
for Single Earner Families: 1949-1990 


(in thousands of 1990 dollars) 
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Congress News 


Turning Congress Bight 


4j ts about time. As of January 4, 1995, 
AJ) the U.S. House of Representatives — 
finally! — must abide by the same laws it 
imposes on the rest of us: The Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938; the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964; the Americans fj 
With Disabilities Act; the Age 
Discrimination in Employment Act 
of 1967; the Family and Medical 
Leave Act of 1993; the Occupational 
Safety and Health Act of 1970; the 
Federal Labor Management 
Relations Act; the Employee 
Polygraph Protection Act of 1988; 
the Worker Adjustment and Re- 
training Notification Act; the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 

Passage of the Congressional 
Accountability Act was largely dis- 
missed by the pundits as cheap sym- 
bolism, an easy piece of political 
thearer, a bit of Republican grand- 
standing. If so, it was grandstanding 
the Democrats denied themselves for 
four decades, And what better signal 
could there be to the country that 
“business as usual” in the arrogant, 
corrupt, fossilized House of Repre- 
sentatives, was over? Congressional 
accountability: what a concept! 

The power shift is a sight to be- 
hold; the Democrats — with the Old 
Media in tow — are still scrambling, 
shell-shocked and disoriented, trying 
to respond to conservative ideas they must 
suddenly take seriously, Political initiative 
and energy decisively moved to the 
Republicans, with the House of Represen- 
tatives, not the White House, setting the 
national agenda. Within hours of the call to 
order on Jan. 4, with the Republicans in 
charge after 40 years of Democratic rule, 
legislators abolished 28 congressional pan- 
els, axed over 600 staff members and voted 
to require a 60 percent supermajority to 
raise tax rates. In all, on Day One, the 
House voted — as promised — to: 

* Cut committee staffs by '/3, and reduce 
the number of subcommittees. Passed, 416- 
12. This ts re-inventing government. 

* Enact new rules ending the deceptive 
baseline budgeting method, which allowed 
Congress to score a mere decrease in the 
rate of growth as a “cut.” Truth-in-budgeung 
passed, 421-6. Arguably the most signifi- 
cant reform of the first day. 


Holding Their Feet to the Fire 


* Limit the Speakers term to eight consecu- 


tive years; six consecutive years on the terms 
of committee and subcommittee chairs. 


Passed, 355-74. This is putting their votes 
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where their mouths are. 

* Ban proxy voting in committees and sub- 
committees, Passed, 418-13. They have to 
show up! Imagine that! | 
* Ban closed committee meetings (with 
exceptions for national security, law enforce- 
ment information and to avoid defama- 
tion). "Sunshine" resolution passed, 431-0. 
I say, let the sunshine in. 

* Require a three-fifths “supermajority” for 
any increase in income tax rates. Passed, 
279-152. Make it as hard as possible to 
reach into your wallet. This is eliciting out- 
rage from the left, bur let me reiterate: 
Washington, it aint your money. 

* Authorize a comprehensive, independent 
audit of House operations. Passed, 430-1. 
God only knows what they'll curn up under 
those Democrat rocks. 

e Abolish three committees, as part of a gen- 
eral reform package; prohibit delegates who 
represent the District of Columbia, Puerto 
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Rico and other territories from voting on 

the House floor; ban commemorative legis- 

lation; eliminate Congressional spending for 

legislative service organizations (the caucus- 
es). Passed, voice vore. Boo-hoc — 
no more National Pizza Week. 

* Enact the Congressional Ac- 

countability Act, which makes 

Congress follow the labor and envi- 

ronmental laws they make everybody 

else obey. Passed, 429-0. 

Though many Democrats voted 
with the majority on these items, the 
entrenched left howled all the way. 
"When you are in the majority, 
sometimes inevitably you've got to 
defend some dumb things," sulked 
Rep. Barney Frank (D, MA). "But in 
one day, you have been dumber than 
we were in two years." If the Dem- 
ocrats had been so "dumb," they 
might still be in charge. 

The conventional wisdom from 
the Old Media can be summed up as 
a yawn: "Nothing will change; politi- 

= clans always talk a good game, but 
real reform is impossible." But their 
actions belie their words: camera 
crews are trampling each other to 
catch a glimpse of Mr. Newt. 

The Speaker is indeed a “Krakatoa” 
of ideas, as George Will says, but 
much new electricity is being gener- 
ated by the freshmen — who have 
marched on Washington with a clear sense 
of the electorates demands. The Republican 
leadership is wisely harnessing that power, 
giving freshmen key posts and unprece- 
dented opportunity to speak on the floor. 
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(eve in the Senate, designed by the 
Founders to operate at a more de- 
liberate pace, there is a clear philosophical 
framework to dismantle federal power and 
shift responsibility to the states. The 10th 
Amendment has been rediscovered! 
“Unfunded mandates” are first on the chop- 
ping block, a reform so significant that it 
has the potential to redefine modern 
American statecraft. It's a beautiful thing. 

Overall, Republicans are turning Con- 
gress right side up: instead of Washington 
trying to "cure" the countrys ills, the GOP is 
trying to cure Washington. They know 
America doesnt need fixing; government 
does. And about damn time, too, 
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My conversation with 






f was honored to speak with the new 

House Majority Leader, a brilliant 

economist and one of the nicest 
guys in Washington: 


Rush: What has surprised 
you most since assuming 
actual control of the House? 
Armey: Actually, | havent had 
any real big surprises. We so care- 
tully planned out this transition, 
especially the opening-day agenda, 
and we so thoroughly anticipated 
what would be the response of 
the Democrats who came to the Floor, that we 
didnt really have any surprises. Except perhaps 
the fact that che Democrats in such large num- 
bers voted for the Republican rules. 
Rush: How do you explain that? 
Armey: Its interesting, because if you 
listened to the debate points by the 
Democrats, you would think they found 
this the most despicable change of rules 
ever — and yer they turned around and 
voted for it. | explain it this way. The rules 
change had such high standing with the 
American people that no matter what anybody 
wanted to say about it, they didn't dare vote 
against it. 
Rush: When you're 
on the side of right, it's got 
to enthuse vou and 
make you confident. 
Armey: It does, and this trans- 
lares to the other items in the 
Contract. They, too, have that kind 
of standing with the American peo- 
ple. I expect they, too, will get a 
great deal of rhetorical declamation by the 
Democrats on the Floor, but when it comes 
time to make the vote, they'll make the vote. 
Rush: Off the record, I've talked to a couple of 
publisher friends of mine, and they're going to 
offer Bonior and Gephardt each $3-million pub- 
lishing deals — just to see what they do with them. 
Armey: That would be very interesting 
Rush: Wouldn't ic I'd love to do that as a practical joke. 
Armey: Yeah, if the publishers could take that kind of a loss 
Rush: | just want to sce them give the money back 
Armey: Thats a point Newt made: the empirical data of the market 
tells us that conservative books are selling, and liberal books are nor. 
Rush: Bur how many men in their 40s or early 50s, the prime of 
life, when offered $4.5 million dollars, and everythings legal, and 
everythings ethical, would give it back? z 
Armey: It takes a real commitment to some purpose that goes 
beyond yourself. If you're going to ask for the public's trust to be a 


Rush: There’s a fear that relentless 
wae «6criticism from the dominant 
media can screw you guys up, 
take you off track. How do you 
plan to stay on track against a 
relentless assault that is only 


going to get worse? 


member of Congress, you have to have a set of 
commitments that go far beyond yourself and your 
own lifetime. It’s not easy to turn down that kind 
of money; it isnt for anybody. But he's got work to 
do, and I think he knows that work is more impor- 
tant. So I found his decision very commendable. 
Rush: Of course, he’s not getting credit for chat. 
But he will in this publication, as he has on my 
radio program. That leads me to something I want 
to ask you. I've had a number of phone calls re- 
garding the dominant media from people who 
voted for the Contract, who voted for Republicans, 
who are beside themselves with joy that you guys 
won and are in charge. But, Congressman — even 
without the Connie Chung flap — there is an amazing amount, not 
just of distrust, but there's a fear out there that the dominant media 
can screw you guys up, that it can somehow take you off track, that 
the relentless, unending pressure and criticism can force you into a 
mode of seeking the approval of people who are criticizing you, 
trom the White House, to the press, to Gephardt and Bonior. | 
think they would love hearing how you guys plan to stay on track 
against a relentless assault that is only going to get worse. 

Armey: The Republican members of Congress, from those of us 
who've been here for some years, to those of us who just arrived, are 
acutely aware that it is people back in America — whether it be in 
Texas in my district, or Washington state, Oregon, Idaho, wherever 
— it is real people in the real America who gave us this job and 
these responsibilities. We understand that Washington is a city aside 
from America; I like to say Washington, D.C. is che only city in this 
country that lives off the rest of the 
country, So we don't seek approval in 
Washington. We seek approval by the 
folks who hired us back home. We 
understand that Washington will be 
disdainful of our Contract, because we 
are going to return the governance of 
this country to the people of this coun- 
8 try, and to some degree at least, take 
power out of the hands of the Washington establishment. 

We did not expect to be praised for the Contract in Washington 
certainly not by the White House, certainly not by the De $ 
They must disdain the Contract; it has been si di T Ce 
They: m : i o damaging to them, 
in terms of their desires, Essentially what we say is. Le hem tal 
The oldest story in American politics is, IF vou'v CM 
if you don't, debate. We know the D SERE P tigger 
tO stop the Contract, so thev're going to Sn e ach dedu. 
as they can. We'll let them make their Aa f h CS 
then we will watch — even as We saw di tl 5 le dap 
those who disdain it in the debate will e 2 Y 3 pacage gat 

ate will end up voting for it, because 
Suri have to go home to America to get rehired, 

usn: | heir rough luck. Isn't it a shame the wav 
Armey: That's Fe Rie ieee PEU. v cedo works? 
gs y wey for se 2S m ns rae Eu ; a how come it 
the Democrats struggled so hard for the hs Geeta tle 
votes, even from their own body with the oem to get their 
had?” The difference is in the substance. We had | - roii pey 

: : had legislation, rules, 
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that have standing with America. Therefore, Americas representa- 
tives must vote for them. The Democrats in the past two years have 
tried to move legislation of little standing with America, arid thefe- 
fore they had to fight to get the votes. 


Rush: You feel confident that the vast majority of the Contract will 


indeed come up for a vote in the first 100 days, as promised? 
Armey: Oh, I know that; because it’s my job to make it happen. | 


just went over the timetable, and theres no doubt — we even have 
some latitude — that every one of these items will be voted on, and 
most of them will pass, before the 100 days are up. 


Rush: Howard Dean, Governor of Vermont and the Chairman of 
the National Governors Association, says that Republicans are out 
to “starve children and kick old people out of their houses.” Now, 
do you chose to ignore that, or respond to it? Because this is going 
to be the mantra: You guys dont care about the poor; you dont care 
about kids; you want to kick people out of their houses, They tried 
thar with the Social Security debate prior to the election, and it 
didn't go anywhere. But these are the kinds of things the people 


who voted for you want you to respond to, and blow'em away. — 
Armey: There's a big difference between conservatives and liberals 


in this town. Conservatives live with the chronic fear that the public 
wont understand; liberals live with the chronic fear that the public 
will understand. So liberals immediately jump out front with their 
allegations, no matter how bizarre, like the one you just cited, and 
their false information and their misrepresentations. Those 
Republicans who are insecure about the public's understanding feel a 
need to respond. But if you are, as I am today, very much bolstered 
by a realization that last November's election results indicate the 
public does understand, then you feel no need to be distracted by 
responding to these kinds of frankly bizarre allegations by the left. 
Rush: On “Meet the Press" on Jan. 8, you expressed displeasure 
with how President Clinton characterized your Jan. 5 meeting. For 
the record, I want to state what the President said: "The other thing 
that happened in the meeting today that really impressed me was an 
acknowledgment by the members of the Congress who've been here 
for years and years in both parties, that they made a mistake back in 
1981 to adopt a bidding war in the tax 
cuts that gave us what became known 
as trickle-down economics, and 
quadrupled the national debr. So 
there’s going to be apparently no 
attempt to go back to what I call 
trickle-down economics, and I'm 
happy with that result.” On “Meet the 
Press," you said that didn't happen. 
Trent Lott said it didnt happen. Even 
Richard Gephardt admitted nothing 
was said in the meeting about trickle-down. How do you respond? 
Armey: I was somewhat irritated. | didnt know that had come 
directly from the mouth of the President till his quote was read to me 
on the show. I was, frankly, very disappointed. We had gone to the 
White House at the invitation of the President, who had said: “I 
understand you all are going to do your Contract for the first 100 
days; I understand there are things that we have strong differences on; 
I want to see if we can't sit down and be congenial, try to work 
around our differences, see if we cant look beyond the Contract peri- 
od and see what we can do in the future to move good legislation for 
the American people." That was the tone of the meeting. Then came 
this grotesque misrepresentation of what we did by the President. | 
was angry, and I think I was pretty clear about that. It makes it very 
difficult for us to have meetings in the future. Essentially what the 
President said is: The Republicans came into my White House and 
repudiated everything they are and have been since 1980. And I cant 


Armey: Republican members of Congress 


are acutely aware that it is 
real people in the real America 
who gave us this job and these 
responsibilities. We don t seek 
approval in Washington. We 






seek approval by the folks that 
hired us back home. 





express how upsetting that was to me. I'll just have to see to it 
that we give him no basis to do that in the future. 

Rush: You didn't give him any basis to do it now. 

Armey: | know. 1 discussed it in very serious tones 

with. Dick Gephardt, the Minority Leader, and 

hopefully we've encouraged them to understand 

that if they want to have congeniality, they can 

have that only if it’s reciprocated. 


Rush: People will cheer when they read that. It 

seems to me that dealing with this President 

on a playing field of integrity is just not pos- 

sible. You can't possibly think you can deal 

honestly with the White House after this incident. 

Armey: It's a shaky incident, for sure. But, I have never 

dealt with anybody on any other basis. The greatest com- 

pliment I ever got came from a dean at the university 

where I taught: “The one thing you know about Dick 

Armey is he’s totally without guile.” PII just live thar 

way, and if people have guile and confused circum- 

stances, they can deal with it. I have a responsibility 

to myself and to the people who listen to me. 

Rush: I once heard you say George Mitchell 

was the most partisan man in Washington, 

Now, Mitchell was never portrayed as any- 

thing but congenial, grandfatherly, and full 

of wisdom. Is there a difference yet you 

can perceive with him gone? 

Armey: George Mitehell was so good at 

partisanship that people didn’t perceive 

it so clearly and easily. I think Sen. Daschle is 

emulating the Mitchell style, and I was a little 

disappointed to see how good he was at it. But no, its 

just as partisan as it was before, and I’m sorry about 

thar. I think probably the advantage we have is that 

Republicans tend to be compulsive about policy, 

and Democrats tend to be compulsive about poli- 

tics, Since those of us 

who are policy compulsive 

are now in the majori- 

ty, I think that will 

help mitigate against letting everything 
degenerate into partisan wrangling, 

Rush: One of the things Democrats 

are harping on now is specificity in 

budger cuts. 

Armey: The Democrats have 

always looked at budget cuts as 

who wins and who loses. I think that's the wrong 

approach. The approach should be, What is the 

legitimate and necessary function of government? 

Where is government doing things that are neither 

necessary nor legitimate, or where is it doing the right 

things in the wrong way? With that approach, the cuts leave 

us a strong government thar's well focused on what its necessary 
functions are. Then I think you look at the larger question of pub- 
lic interest, of reconstructing the government in service of the 
nation. This takes an extraordinarily disciplined and long-run look 
at our future, in light of our heritage; we want to have time to 
ensure that we announce budget cuts consistent with that larger, 
greater objective, rather than just letting it all fall down to the ques- 
uon of winners and losers, 

Rush: When do you expect some kind of a timetable on being able 
to answer these questions of specificity? 








Armey: In the 1993 budget debate, the Republicans laid $430 bil- 
lion worth of specific budget cuts on the table. In the 1994 budget 
debate, we laid $370 billion worth of specific budget cuts on the 
table. On the day that we released the Contract are America, Sept. 
27, 1994, we laid $177 billion worth of specific budget cuts on the 
table. We have no deficiency in our record of being able to do this. 
All tax reductions will be preceded by spending cuts. After we 
pass the balanced budget amendment, which says, "This is the stan- 
dard, this is the requirement, you must get there,” we will then start 
laying out the seven-year budget plan by which we get there. Going 
trom where we are now to a balanced budget is not the heaviest lift- 
ing in the world. We would have to hold the growth of the govern- 
ment to no greater than 2 percent a year throughout the seven-vear 
period. That's not that tough to do, or shouldn't be, when you rec- 
ognize it ts a $1.5 trillion government. For Democrats to stand up 
and say, “This is impossible” is only an admission on their part that 
they dont know how theyd cut spending — because they've had no 
historical experience with cutting spending. But we've got the expe- 
rience, and we have a clear understanding of what the objectives are. 
Rush: [he press is reporting that the Republicans want to cut 
Medicare by 25 percent. 
Armey: When the Democrats make an 
allegation they think will scare the 
American voter, the press tends to re- 
port the allegation. We can make Medi- 
care more responsive to those who truly 
need that kind of government support 
There will be some restructuring of 
Medicare and even greater restrucruring 
in Medicaid. These things must be 
thought through carefully, and they will 
be, keeping in mind thar this is a com- 
passionate nation that will always help 
those who truly need our help, but 
should do so in a cost-effective way. 
Rush: When you're sitting at home 
late at night, at the end of a long day, 
do you ever think about the enormity 
of what lies ahead? You're talking about 
overturning a web of 40 years of entan- 
glement that has given us this great 
debate over what kind of country this 
is — is compassion defined by enlarg- 
ing these support systems, or is com- 
passion defined by how many people no longer need them? The 
enormity of this, speaking as a citizen, overwhelms me, and I don't 
have to do the work. You have taken this on, maybe one of the 
biggest bites out of the responsibility apple that a group of people in 
politics have ever taken. 
Armey: [he fact is, as you know, Rush, I’ve been a professional 
economist dealing with these ideas all my life. I’ve watched the wel- 
fare regulatory state being constructed a brick at a time by the 
Democrats throughout my entire lifetime. 
Rush: Can you take it apart a brick at a time, or do you take it 
down wall by wall? | 
Armey: A brick at a time. As I like to point out to people, teaching 
the lessons of freedom and its attendant lessons of responsibility are 
always the toughest thing of all. Certainly parents can attest to thar. 
Teaching the lessons of dependency is easy and comforting, and of 
course the Democrats have been very good at that over the years. So 
what we need to do as we build freedom in America, is build the 
confidence of the American people, so they rejoice in the responsi- 
bilities chat attend those freedoms, rather chan fear them. You start 


"Conservatives live with the 
chronic fear that the public 
won't understand; liberals live 
with the chronic fear that the 
public will understand. Liberals 
bet on the guile of the govern- 
ment; conservatives bet on the 
goodness of the people. 
Conservatives know that they 
were hired to represent; 
liberals believe that they 
were anointed to govern. ” 


— Dick ARMEY 


off with the easy, obvious things first, and let America begin to 
understand the joy of knowing, Hey, I was made a little bit more 
free by this decrease in EPA regulations, and such. And then the 
nation becomes more capable of reaching for bigger and larger 
stones in the wall, and sooner or later, we can take out the big boul- 
ders like the Department of Education or Department of Energy. 
Those things can be taken down, but we must first prepare America 
to once again assert its own strength, found in its own people. 
Rush: In the thread of every answer you've given me, you've talked 
about the people. That's a stark contrast to what we've been used to 
with 40 years of Democratic rule. It really is a joy to hear that you 
want the American people aware and educated every step of the 
way, everything done in sunshine, everything done with their full 
knowledge and understanding and approval, as opposed to needing 
to hide it. This is even better than I thought. 
Armey: It goes back to two differences between liberals and conserva- 
uves, First, liberals bet on the guile of the government; conservatives 
bet on the goodness of the people. Second, conservatives know they 
were hired to represent; liberals believe they were anointed to govern. 
Rush: Speaking of governing, when I ran a piece in my newsletter 
last September on your flat tax idea, we got more mail on that than 
almost anything we've done. Normally 
what generates the most mail are the 
cultural articles, But people responded 
to this flat tax piece in record num- 
bers. | admit I've always felt that since 
the tax code gave Congress its greatest 
source of power, theyd never do away 
with it. But this may be the best 
opportunity in my lifetime for reform, 
Do you think the flat tax can happen? 
Armey: Yes, and precisely because 
your audience and others across the 
nation have said: I like this idea. | 
want this for me and my family, and 
| m going to tell my Congressman. 
When I finished writing the flat tax — 
Which was pioneered by two econo- 
mists, Rabushka and Hall, at the 
Hoover Institution — as a bill, we said, 
This is an idea America will love, bur 
it will be threatened in Washington, 
paves going to take it to America 
and let 1 ' : 
than anything I ever saw happen. | don] n 5 omg gener 
on it in Washington, a hostile environment dn Be cee pU 
America, growing stronger as it's doin | WI ds bie us EE i 
bring it back, because it needs to be bis m en Whee 
Rush: Ler me cell you OMENIA ORAE ROS CON. 
of Americans who love whipping ux Mio gel Dee areala 
Miedo perse CREE eee : cy re just now begin- 
B Bet a taste OF 1t, and t ey want more. 
Armey: Righr. I refuse to | | ‘ URS 
and leri Bt cr LU IE Washington, CIN 
etas. agnitude o special interest politics, 
| t rax. Bur I think if we're patient for another 
samoni so, the flat ds will take the town by storm. 
ash: Brilli: ategy "ssmai 
the feeling None Leer men people do 
like to win the Super Bowl i the W ld & ie re ME 3 Wüste 
| a € World Series. But with whar’ 
happened with you and Speaker Gingrich and all of y bees 
the American people who y cay re E your colleagues, 
| peop oted for you, have a lot of hope, and 
they're praying every day that you succeed, iie 
Armey: Thanks, Rush. Your audience should kn 
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John Maynard Keynes 


almost surely unrelated to sweeping long-term forces in 

the economy,” thundered The New York Times in its lead 
editorial on Jan. 10, 1995. I kid you not. But wait, it gets even bet- 
ter, The Times continues: "President Clinton had a deeper answer 
— to steer public and private spending toward productivity- 
enhancing investment in training and education,” 

Where do they get this kind of idiocy, you may well ask. More of 
your own money in your pockets and more incentives for business 
— and less punishment — does nothing for the economy, but a few 
elites "steering" tax money the way they 
see fit is a "deeper answer’? I'll tell you 
where they get 1t. This in a nutshell is the 
liberal dogma on how the economy 
works, and it is the unfortunate legacy of 
the British economist John Maynard 
Keynes (1883-1946). That's right. The 
economic theory liberals love comes from 
a dead white European male. 

Keynes (pron, Kanes) wrote his big 
book, The General Theory of Employment, 
Interest and Money, in 1936, in response to 
the Depression. He had come to believe 
— contrary to accepted classic economic 
theory — that government action, rather 
than the activity of free markets, was nec- 
essary to fix economic problems. In fact, 
he thought it was free markets that caused 
the problems in the first place. 

"The decadent international but indi- 
vidualistic capitalism," wrote Keynes in 
1933, "in the hands of which we found 
ourselves after the [First World] war, is 
not a success. It is not intelligent, it is not beautiful, it is not just, it 
is not virtuous — and it doesn’t deliver the goods. In short, we dis- 
like it and are beginning to despise it. But when we wonder what to 
put in its place, we are perplexed.” Three years later, he was no 
longer perplexed. The intelligent, beautiful, just system that deliv- 
ered "the goods," he decided, was large-scale government economic 
planning, and especially a program of deficit spending on public 
works. His borrow-and-spend view of beauty influenced many gov- 
ernments in the 1930s to adopt Keynesian spending programs. 

Such as those embodied in the New Deal. On Dec. 31, 1933, 
The New York Times published Keynes's “Open Letter to the 
President,” in which he told FDR: “In the past, orthodox finance 
has regarded a war as the only legitimate excuse for creating employ- 
ment by government expenditure. You, Mr. President, having cast 
off such fetters, are free to engage in the interest of peace and pros- 
perity, the technique which hitherto has only been allowed to serve 
the purposes of war and destruction... How much [government 
spending on public works] would mean, not only to the material 


T. he GOP promises tax cuts and less regulation, which is 


prosperity of the United States and the whole world, but in comfort 





to men’s minds through a restoration of their faith in the wisdom 
and the power of government!” 

Thank you, John Maynard. In that last sentence is the key to why 
liberals still love this guy. He is the original demand-side — as 
opposed ro supply-side — theorist. It was the demand for goods and 
services, Keynes believed, that created economic activity, so if gov- 
ernment spending put government money into people's pockets, the 
recessions created by those nasty, ugly free markets would be cured. 
Presto, (^1 do not hope to be right," Keynes once said. "I hope to 
make progress.") Well, he wasn’t right, but the intellectual and polit- 

! ical world bought it anyway. The 
Keynesian myths about what caused 
the Depression (freedom) and what cured 

sit (government planning) became the 
common wisdom for decades. In Dec. 
1965, Keynes's picture made the cover of 
Time. A few years later, after embracing 
policies such as wage and price controls, 
President Nixon announced; “We are all 
Keynesians now." 

Speak for yourself, said many conserva- 
tives. And as the 1970s brought inflation 
and “stagflation,” Keynes lost credibility 
among economists. According to Stephen 
Moore, Director of Fiscal Policy Studies 
at the Cato Institute, Keynes was the guy 
who legitimized budget deficits. Before 
Keynes, "you didnt run deficits. It was a 
moral imperative." But Keynes gave 
Washington permission to run deficits; 
they were okay, even desirable. (For a 
look at the horrendous result, see the 
ri graphs on pages 4 and 16.) The problem, 
Moore points out, is that Keynes believed in running deficits in re- 
cession — and surpluses in good times. In real life, politicians want 
to run deficits all the time. “So we arent even doing Keynesianism 
right." Nevertheless, this “bastardized Keynesianism," as Moore 
puts it, has driven policy for the last 60 years. It is, he says, the rea- 
son we have a $4 trillion national debt. 

Have the obvious failures made a dent among liberals? Noooo. In 
1990, Robert B. Reichhh wrote a piece titled “Time Is Running 
Out for an America Lacking an Economic Plan," bemoaning that 
we hadn't yet learned “the lesson that John Maynard Keynes ... 
taught us a half-century ago: Unless government picks up the slack, 
we could face an even deeper and longer recession.” 

Which brings us co Keynes's most telling quote: “The ideas of 
economists and political philosophers, both when they are right and 
when they are wrong, are more powerful than is commonly under- 
stood. Indeed, the world is ruled by little else. Practical men, who 
believe themselves to be quite exempt from any intellectual influ- 
ences, are usually the slaves of some defunct economist.” 

Friends, it’s time for liberation from this defunct economist. W 
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A sampling of my genius, to be widely quoted and disseminated 


HOLD THE COFFEE 

When bad guys go to jail, they dont 
always do hard time. The “high-security” 
Sullivan prison in New York for instance, 
according to a report in Readers Digest, 
has outdoor TVs installed _.. so inmates 
wont miss their favorite shows 
while they exercise. At the Massachu- 
setts Correctional Institution there's 
an annual "Lifers Banquet," treating con- 
victed murderers and their guests to 
catered prime-rib dinners. Tennis courts, 
music lessons, and 
other five-star 
amenities are of- 
fered at prisons 
around the country. 

But in Maricopa 


County, AZ, Sheriff | T ur 


Joe Arpaio 1s buck- 


ing this trend. So i EDUI | 


far, he has banned 
sex magazines, Ciga- 
rettes, and R- and 
X-rated TV. Earlier 
this year he even gor 
rid of hot lunches, 
replacing them with 
sandwiches and 
fruit, saving taxpay- 
ers about $1 million 
a year. Now the 


HITTING BELOW THE BORDER 


During the election opponents of 


California's Proposition 187 claimed 
those who supported the measure 
were motivated by racism. Recently, at 
the so-called "Summit of the Americas,” 
the Mexican government sought a commit- 
ment from the Clinton Administration 
to fight Prop 187. Bur there is, in fact, 
one nation in the Americas whose 
immigration laws are tougher than ours. 
That country: 

e deported 60,000 illegal immigrants from 

its southern border in 1994 alone. 

e subjects deported immigrants who return 






sheriff plans to cut out prisoners daily 
cup of coffee, saving the county an 
additional $94,000 a year. But saving 
money isnt Sheriff Arpaio's sole motiva- 
tion. If people want a daily cup of 
coffee, then they should avoid going 
to jail, he observes, because “jail 
isnt the Ritz Carlton.” He says he 
wants to make jail a place that 
people dont want to come back to, A 
revolutionary concept. Jail ... the way 
it oughta be! 
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illegally to a ten-year prison sentence. 
e levies heavy fines on tourists who overstay 
their visas. 


e requires public hospitals to ask patients if 


they are legal residents; if the answer is no, 
the hospital is obligated to report offend- 
ers to immigration officials, 

e requires school-age children to provide a 
birth certificate before being allowed to 
register for classes. 

* does not allow foreign spouses of legal citi- 
zens to work. 

That country ... is Mexico! Do you think 
anybody brought this up at the "Summit of 
the Americas”? Hmmm? 


SCHOOL DISCIPLINE 

Ruben Perez, vice principal at 
the Horace Mann Middle 
School in Denver, was suspend- 
ed. Perez grew weary of the 
troublemakers at the school, so 
he had a team of teachers draw 
up a list of the offenders. He 
then drew up suspension letters 
— 100 in all — to rid the 
school, temporarily, of their 
presence and restore order, But 
before the suspension could be 
carried out, Perez was himself 
suspended, because district ad- 
ministrators said he had not 
consulted them. An assistant 
superintendent explained that 
she could not support “a blanket 
suspension" of these students. 
She can support, I guess, trou- 
blemakers disrupting class. 
Consider this. Among students 
targeted for suspension, one had 
told a teacher, “F-you,” and 
another had been late to school 
27 times, The good news is that 
parents, kids, and teachers have 
protested the administrators' 
decision to suspend Perez. They 
want discipline, order, and a 
chance for the good kids to 
learn. Something the bureau- 
crats, apparently, do not. 


HOMELESS STORIES 

since Clinton took office, the 
homeless have been on a vaca- 
tion as far as media coverage 
goes. No nightly news stories of 
Joe Homeless, whose only crime 
is being a “have-not” during a 
time of excessive greed. No 
journalists sleeping on street 
grates, bemoaning the Presi- 
dent's policies. Well, the vaca- 
tion 15 over. In a recent story, 
"Law vs. the Homeless," The 
Washington Post is absolutely 
indignant that in 26 cities, anti- 
panhandling laws have been 
enacted or enforced. It's unfair, 
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according to The Post, that 
police, acting on complaints 
from citizens or merchants, can 
decide what “aggressive panhan- 
dling” 1s. Further, eleven other 
cities enforce laws against sleep- 
ing in parks, parking lots, side- 
walks, and shantytowns. How 
dare citizens demand the home- 
less obey the law! Then the 
punch-line. “The next Congress 
shows little promise of wanting 
to take on destitution,” says The 
Post, adding that in the “Newt 
World Order,” charities — of all 
things — would do the job. 
Charities helping people instead 
of government? A private, com- 
passionate way to help people to 
rise out of permanent depen- 
dance? An utter outrage! Then 
again ... if liberals didnt have a 
permanent class of poor people 
o glorify — instead of help — 
what would be left for them to 
write about? 


FOOD GESTAPO 

The depth of liberal silliness 
continues to amaze me. On the 
op-ed page of The New York 
Times recently, Kelly D. Brown- 
ell, a Yale psychology profes- 
sorette and director of the Yale 
Center for Eating and Weight 
Disorders, calls for a new tax ... 
on potato chips. I am not mak- 
ing this up. She says that labora- 
tory rats eat cheese curls, marsh- 
mallows, and cookies while they 

“ignore available nutritious 
food, even as their body weight 
doubles and triples.” Since peo- 
ple do the same thing, Ms. 
Brownell advises Congress to 
"tax foods with little nutritional 
value,” The tax revenue, she 
says, could be used for “public 
exercise facilities.” She also 
wants to ban snack commercials 
aimed at children, The reason 
kids like candy, according to the 
professorette, | is because of TV 
ads! Here is a woman who has 
devoted her life to being wor- 
ried about what you eat, and if 
you're not eating what she wants 
you to eat, then by gum, youre 
going to pay a tax on it. The 
high-fat food gestapo has joined 
the anti-smoking gestapo. What 
will we have next spending caps 


at McDonald's? 





ANXIOUS CLASS 

Washington Post columnist E.]. Dionne 
claims that Labor Secretary Robert B. 
Reichhh was onto something when he coined 
the term “the anxious class.” On “Meet the 
Depressed” recently, Dionne explained that 
Democrats are in trouble because they've lost 
touch with anxious middle-class Americans. 
Particularly anxious, according to the theory, 
are angry white guys, who think the govern- 
ment is doing something for everybody else 
but them. Republicans supposedly won last 
November because they capitalized on this 


anxiety. Reich and the pundits are wrong. 
There's an anxious class, all right, but it isnt 
who they think. You'll find the Anxious 
Americans in the offices of the Commerce 
Department, the Energy Department, the 
Environmental Protection Agency — and 
other agencies on the chopping block. The 
press is anxious, too. Their old Democratic 
allies are out of power; now they've got ro ralk 
to Republicans, and take them seriously. And 
what could cause the press more anxiety than 
the fact that J, Rush Limbaugh, am an hon- 
orary member of the 104th Congress? 





SLAM DUNK 

Remember the controversy in college sports 
back in 1986 surrounding Prop 48? Incoming 
freshmen had to have a combined 700 score 
on their SATs (out of a possible 1,600) and a 
2.0 grade average, in order to play college 
sports. The purpose was to produce student- 
athletes who were better prepared academical- 
ly upon graduation. Protesters appeared as 
soon as the higher standards were proposed. 
Athletic directors, coaches, civil rights leaders, 
and assorted liberals claimed blacks would be 
disproportionately affected, and their access 
to college would be restricted. Despite 
protests, Prop 48 was enacted, and now the 
results are in. After an initial two-year 
decline, the percentage of athletic scholar- 


NEW SMOKEY 

Great news for those who earn their 
living logging. To prevent the kind of 
wildfires that destroyed millions of acres 
of Western forest last summer, the U.S. 
Forest Service is calling for changes in the 
way land is managed. According to the 
new thinking, forests can be 
made healthier by removing 
dead or densely crowded trees. 
The agency says this is the surest 
method to cure an unnatural 
buildup of timber, which fuels 
devastating forest fires. Finally 
— an admission that it's natural 
for man to cut trees! So just 
chink: loggers are compassionate 
friends of nature. Under the 
new plan, loggers would be 
allowed to cut some 1.5 billion 
board feet. (Of course, 4 billion 
board feet a year are still off-lim- 
its to loggers to protect the spot- 
ted owl.) Some environmental- 
ists were recently spotted at the 
White House, complaining that 
the forest should be left 





ships awarded to blacks has rebounded. Last 
year, the percentage was higher than it was 
before Prop 48 was enacted. Black athletes 
aren't the only ones benefiting from higher 
standards. Across the board, blacks, whites, 
men and women athletes are earning more 
degrees. Dr. Leroy Walker, the first black 
president of the U.S. Olympic Committee, 
says he consistently hears a message from 
young blacks across the country: "Dont sell 
us short." Now the NCAA is discussing raising 
the standards for student athletes even higher. 
I predict that once again liberals will protest. 
This time they should be totally ignored; 
because now there's a track record. You chal- 
lenge students, and they'll meet the challenge. 


It’s a slam-dunk ... a no-brainer! 


untouched. So I've got a great idea how 
the Forest Service can sell its new plan. 
Imagine the best forest spokesman of all 
time, Smokey the Bear, with a great big 
smile — and a chainsaw — saying: “Only 
you can prevent forest fires ... Cut down a 
tree today!” That should do it. 


ero Boe La roa. fee Leman LIT 
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Susan Estrich 


" [Clinton] is in a position where he may 
have to save us from ourselves." 
— SEN. Bon Kerrey (D, NEB.), ON LIKELY 
PRESIDENTIAL VETOES, QUOTED IN THE 
WALL STREET JOURNAL 


Uh-oh 


“The President is, essentially, a 
moderate.... The press should lay off. 
Give the President a chance.” 

— SUSAN ESTRICH, COLUMNIST, IN USA Topa) 
"Where ts Bill Clinton’ political soul?” 
The saga continues. 


"Clinton came from the middle class and 


through the grace of God and the power of 


the middle-class dream made himself the 
most powerful person in the world. That's 
who he is. That's what drives him. Thar's 


what he has to communicate to the voters." 


— PAUL BEGALA, WHITE HOUSE ADVISER, 
QUOTED IN THE LOS ANGELES TIMES 
“Where is Bill Clinton’ political soul?” 
The saga continues 


“+. Bill Clinton [should] stop pretending 
he is a liberal and stop pretending he is 
a conservative. Let's face ir, he is a 
hybrid.... Hes part country kid from 
Arkansas, and he's part Yale Law. To 
some extent he is part family man and 
part — he used to be a swinger." 

— CHRIS MATTHEW'S, COLUMNIST, ON 
“GOOD MORNING AMERICA" 
“Where ts Bill Clinton’ political soul?” 
The saga continues. 


“This idea that theres some battle for 
my soul ts the biggest bunch of hooey 
| ever saw. | know who I am. I know 
what I believe.” 
— BILL CLINTON, QUOTED IN News weer 
Hovey. 





Tony Coelho 


TOLT ZETICORN KHAR JV 
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"The secret is marketing. I’m very much 
into marketing.... Right now, when 
people think of us, they dont know 

what the message 1s. What is it that we're 

abour? What does tt mean to be a 
Democrat? That's where I think I can 
be of some help.” 
— DEMOCRATIC ADVISER TONY COELHO, 
QUOTED IN JHE NEW REPUBLIC 
Republicans certainly hope so. 


"I think the Reagan announcement ... 
[that he has Alzheimer’s] is basically 
what did it. We were scoring on 
Reaganomics. But we were being very 
careful not to attack Reagan the man. 
Our polling showed the numbers were 
moving with us. But when he announced 
he had Alzheimer’s ... it was all over 
the evening news. And the country 
reacted. All of a sudden, sympathy set 
in for the guy. I think it really stopped 
us. I dont know what else could 
have happened." 

— DEMOCRATIC ADVISER TONY COELHO, 
QUOTED IN THE NEW REPUBLIC, ON WHY 
DEMOCRATS LOST IN NOVEMBER 


Its Reagans fault! 


“Tony is best friends with everybody! 
Hes like a giant St. Bernard. Everyone 
loves him, Now, there may be times 
when you're mad at the dog. And you 
may want to — kick the dog because 
of things he may have done. Bur, ulti- 
mately, you love Tony Coelho because 
he has a giant heart. He’s like a big 
panda bear. People love Tony. And the 
reason ,.. is that Jony... loves ... people.” 
— DNC FINANCE CHAIR AND FORMER COELHO 
STAFFER TERRY MCAULIFFE, QUOTED IN. THE 
NEW REPUBLIC 


Its a beautiful thing 





Paul Begala 


Bill Clinton 


"They let me shoot them, so I shot them." 
— BiLL CLINTON, SHOWING REPORTERS TWO 


DUCKS HE FELLED WITH A 12-GAUGE SHOT- 
GUN ON A HUNTING TRIP THE DAY THE RE- 


PUBLICANS TOOK CONTROL OF CONGRESS, AP 


The greatest politician in the world ... 
-in a photo-op with dead ducks. 


“Much as I hate to say it, ‘majority rule’ and 


the voice of the people' are extremely overrated. 


Why? Call me a radical or an elitist, but, as I 


see it, most of ‘the people’ are as dumb as mud." 


— Ray RECCHI, “LIFESTYLE COLUMNIST,” IN 
THE Fr. LAUDERDALE (FL) SUN-SENTINEL 
Sir, you are an elitist. 


"Politicians used to think of themselves 
as shepherds. Now the politicians are 
following the sheep." 

— MARIO CUOMO, ON REPUBLICANS 


CHOOSING POLICY "AS LONG AS IT'S POPULAR,” 


QUOTED IN THE New YORK DAILY NEWS 
Cuomos “shepherds” are the liberal politicians 
who thwart the will of the people. Sir, you 

are an elitist. 


ii J = à 
You're turning those white factory workers 
all over the country against people of color. 


You're turning them against che immigrants. 


You have turned the middle class to look 
downward instead of up. And they're now 
pitted against the poorest." 

— MARIO CUOMO, ON THE "CONTRACT 
WITH AMERICA," AP 
Notice it 15 liberals who play the race card 
and the class warfare card. Mario: its over 


This election was not a repudiation of Bill 


Clinton, and people are ready and willing 
to listen to him.” 


— DEMOCRATIC POLLSTER MARK MELLMAN 


QUOTED IN USA Topay 
Hovey 
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I frequently receive calls, faxes and letters like this: 






















"Im 15, and I am tired of the liberal slant in my school. (My 
debate teacher believes the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki was 
an attempt to wipe out the Japanese culture.) Mr. Limbaugh, I am 
the only conservative in the entire class. I have read both your books 
and I receive your newsletter. But l've been scorned for listening to, 
watching, and reading you. In fact, I have even been banned from 
saying your name in class. I need stuff that might help me get my 
conservative views and opinions across to my liberal debate 

class,. So please, anything you have to help me, please 
send i." — CLIFF MARIAN, OXFORD, AL 


Students all across the fruited plain face 
this sort of thing. I do not underestimate 
how hard it is for kids to deal with the 
daily propaganda coming from politi- 
cally correct former flower children. 
Liberals love to wage class warfare, as 
you know, and in this case the warfare 

is, literally, in class. So I am glad to 
offer my counsel to young skulls full 
of mush: 

Be Confident. First of all, know 
that you're on the winning team. Your 
ideas and beliefs are not odd or ex- 
treme, though that is what liberal teach- 
ers will try to imply. They love to give the — 
impression that theirs is the only intellectual 
and sophisticated view of the world. Wrongo: 
liberalism is the old, clichéd way of thinking. Its 
theories do not work. It is not cool. Wherever liberal- 
ism has been tried, it has failed. Conservative ideas, on the other 
hand, actually work in real life, and they have throughout human 
history. So dont allow yourself to feel intimidated, defensive, or 
flustered; from the get-go you can enter any classroom knowing 
that the evidence is on your side — as are the American people. | 

Ask Questions. Remember, you are in school to learn. You dont 
need to launch into passionate speeches defending your views or 
lambasting the views of your teacher. You have an inquiring mind, 
and inquiring minds want to know. So when your teacher begins a 
lecture from the Liberalism 101 playbook, politely ask questions. 
Probe for inconsistencies and contradictions. (Believe me, they're 
easy to find. And this is a good intellectual challenge for you.) Never 
accept broad, sweeping generalities that insult your intelligence, Ask 
for evidence, ask for specifics, ask for detailed explanations. ! 

I do this all the time. I have learned to ask questions because | dis- 
covered that the more liberals say, the more absurd they get. They 
often do such a good job of defeating their own line of argument 
that you won't need to do much more — except smile in victory. 

Know Your Facts. Liberalism is easy; conservatism is hard — 
liberalism is based on feelings, on what liberals wish were true; 
conservatism is based on demonstrable fact, on what actually is 
true. Understanding what actually is true — about the economy, 
about history, about human nature, about society — requires 
study, intense work, and perseverance. That's the secret to my suc- 
cess. And it will be the secret to yours. Liberals know what sounds 
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good, but they are often intellectually lazy — and often cant go 
beyond their feel-good slogans to examine the evidence. When 
you challenge them with facts, they often fold...and are reduced 
to calling you names. In which case, you've won the debate. 

Remember one of my undeniable truths of life: evidence refutes 
liberalism. So if you're planning to do some refuting, know the 
evidence. Say your teacher is trashing conservative ideas on wel- 
fare. Quick: how much did America spend on welfare programs in 
1960? ($25 billion.) How much do we spend today? ($305 bil- 
lion.) How many federal welfare programs are there 

today? (79.) How many children were on welfare 
in 1960? (2 million.) How many are on wel- 
fare today? (8 million.) What was the ille- 
gitimacy rate in the 1960s? (5.3 percent.) 
Whar is the rate today? (29.5 percent.) 
With the facts on the table, you can 
move in with a final question: Is the 
current approach toward poverty and 
illegitimacy working? (I rest my case.) 
Apply Life Experience. Not only 
does evidence refute liberalism; so 
does life. Often the most persuasive 
points come directly from your own 
experience — its very difficult to 
refute something you've actually lived. 
You can demonstrate and illustrate 
sound conservative principles about the 
economy, institutional bureaucracy, human 
nature and the nature of incentives from your 
experiences on a part-time or summer job, deal- 
ing with the school administration, lessons learned 
from team sports or family life. Remember, most people live con- 
servative lives, even if they don't always vote that way. Odds are, 
your liberal teacher exhibits very conservative principles in raising 
his or her own family, and in pursing in his or her own ambitions. 
What liberals want for "society" is often very different from what 
they would expect or tolerate from their own kids. they want mid- 
night basketball for other people's children, noc theirs. As often as 
you can, bring the discussion back to real people and real life. 

Be of Good Cheer. You attract more people to consider your 
view and are more persuasive in the long run if you are fun to be 
around. Besides, life is fun when you're a conservative; you're full 
of optimism and enthusiasm for the opportunities the country 
offers. Laugh — enjoy yourself. 














"Hey Rush! I'm 14. I've been listening to your show for quite a 
while. Only after starting to listen to you did I realize that I knew 
only one person who really believed the things I did. Recently I gave 
a speech supporting property rights in a school legislative simulation. 
My ‘radical’ ideas were completely discarded and put down by the 
others in the class, After being the only onc to vore against a speech 
to legalize marijuana, I almost crawled in a hole. But then I remem- 
bered all the things you ve taught me, and I knew thar I was right, 
even though | was outnumbered. Thanks Rush, for keeping me on 
the right track. Never, ever quit!" — Carry COOK, REDMOND, WA 





Caley, you get an A-plus. e 

















Rush Review 


| Cultural Analysis from the Cultural Icon 


THE TRAGEDY OF 
AMERICAN COMPASSION 


y friends, this is a remarkable 
book. Bill Bennett recommend- 
ed it when he and I spoke to the 
freshman class of the 104th Congress, and 
Newt Gingrich praised it in his brilliant 
speech after he was sworn in as Speaker of 
the House. The Czar and Mr, Newt are 
correct; Read it. 

Dr. Marvin Olasky, professor at che 
University of Texas at Austin and a senior 
fellow at the Capital Research Center in 
Washington, D.C., has done the country 
an enormous service — by rescuing a criti- 
cal piece of nearly forgotten American his- 
tory. That is, hundreds of years of experi- 
ence in fighting poverty. 

Many in the poverty trade today would 
like us to believe that the difficulties and 
temptations people face now are somehow 
unique, more complicated and intractable 
than any in the past. But 17th-, 18th- and 
19th-century America had ir all: alco- 
holism, drug addiction, illegitimacy, 
crime, unemployment, abuse, social 
upheaval, grinding poverty. The crucial 
difference: those engaged in charity had a 
frank, clear-headed, unsentimental view of 
human nature — and they believed the 
problems were moral and spiritual ones, 
requiring moral and spiritual solutions. 

Throughout our history, private, pre- 
dominantly religious charities proliferated: 
Female Benevolent Societies, the Society 
for the Employment and Relief of Poor 
Women, the Institution of Mercy, the 
House of Mercy, the Christian Aid to 
Employment Society, the Industrial 
Christian Alliance, United Hebrew Char- 
ities, Epiphany Ladies Society for Clothing 
Poor Children — to name just a handful 
of the literally hundreds of such groups 
that sprang up across the country. 

Modern historians, according to Olasky, 
dont quite know what to make of all this 
voluntarism. He cites Suzanne Lebsock as 
“typical in her bewilderment at the 
surprising data she found; describing . 
economic difficulties during the 1830s 
and 1840s and the lack of governmental 
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response, Lebsocks continual puzzlement 
causes her to sputter, How people got by, 
to repeat, is a mystery." Olasky explains: 
"The crucial understanding was simple yet 
prouad people got by when other peo- 
ple cook a personal interest in them." 

And for decades, there was a consensus 
among those engaged in the work of these 
organizations, and among society at large: 
that some poor (destitute through no fault 
of their own) were deserving of help and 
others were not; that much poverty result- 
ed when human beings, of their own 
free will, chose destructive paths (alcohol 
and vice); that such erring individuals 
should and could, with God's help, change 
course; that all able to work, must; 
that those who helped must give of their 
time, must give of their love, must give 
religious counsel and encouragement and 
admonition; that money alone, given indis- 
criminately, was poisonously destructive 

Olasky summarizes the ideas that 
energized charity workers a century ago as 
"the seven seals of good philanthropic 


practice" (in alphabetical order): 

Affiliation. Charity organizations 
instructed all volunteers to work hard at 
restoring family ties; and if aid was need- 
ed, to find out who among relatives, 
neighbors, co-worshippers, were "bound" 
(obligated) to help. "Relief given without 
reference to friends and neighbors 
is accompanied by moral loss,” said 
Mary Richmond of the Baltimore 
Charity Organizing Society a century 
ago. “Poor neighborhoods are doomed 
to grown poorer and more sordid, whenev- 
er the natural ties of neighborliness 
are weakened by our well-meant but unin- 
telligent interference.” 

Bonding. The charitable volunteer was 
expected to become deeply involved in the 
lives of those in need. “Let us beware of 
mere charity with the tongs,” admonished 
the United Hebrew Charities, vividly 
describing the impersonal, at-arms-length 
approach we see today t was essential chat 
the needy developed à personal connection 
with volunteers; each of whom worked 
devotedly with three to five families. 
(Contrast that with today's social worker, 
juggling dozens of welfare "clients" and 
mountains of bureaucratic paperwork.) 

Categorization. Charities did not treat 
all the same, There were those “worthy of 
relief” (orphans, the aged, the terminally 
ill, etc.); others were given a work test, 
often to chop wood, and classified as 
“needing work rather than relief.” The 
alcoholic, unscrupulous, or lazy who were 
unwilling to change were labeled “unwor- 
thy, not entitled to relief.” Volunteers visit- 
ed them to exhort, not subsidize. 

Discernment. “Nothing is more demor- 
alizing to the struggling poor than success- 
es of the indolent or vicious,” said a 19th- 
century charity worker. Because of their 
personal knowledge of the circumstances 
in each case, as well as a clear-eyed view of 
“the deviousness of the human heart,” vol- 
unteers were alert to potential fraud. They 
also knew better than to give money to 
alcoholics, which was considered immoral. 
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One minister criticized the “well-meaning, 
tender-hearted, sweet voiced criminals who 
insist upon indulging in indiscriminate 
charity.” (In this view, modern American 
welfare is entirely criminal.) Charities of 
the day knew that the temptation among 
volunteers was to be too generous, and 
that the natural instinct to help, if acted 
upon unwisely in the matter of direct sup- 
port, was actually harmful. 

Employment. “If a man will not work, 
neither shall he eat,” a New Testament 
admonition, was the cultural consensus 
and a daily policy of virtually every chari- 
table organization. Work by the able-bod- 
ied was considered critical to health — 
physical, spiricual, psychological, familial, 
societal — the undebatable first principle 
of American charity, Nothing could be 
allowed to discourage work; especially mis- 
directed aid. It was not assumed that 
everyone wanted to work, but work was 
non-negotiable nevertheless. In the 
absence of a job, able-bodied men 
chopped wood for the charitable organiza- 
tions use, and women sewed clothing for 
the charity's distribution. 

Freedom. This was defined as the 
opportunity to work and worship without 
governmental restriction, to get a foot on 
the lowest rung of the ladder. With long 
hours and the good moral and work habits 
fostered by religion, a family could escape 
poverty. Government subsidy could not 
provide this kind of freedom, according to 
the wisdom of the last century. 

God. Theology was the essential key to 
American charity for centuries. Relief was 
never separate from the acknowledgment 
of the spiritual reclamation and redemp- 
tion possible for fallen human beings. And 
spiritual transformation was the only thing 
that could change an alcoholic, addict or 
abuser into a productive, temperate citi- 
zen. That God is merciful, and that God's 
grace will deliver, but that God holds indi- 
viduals responsible for their behavior were 
core beliefs adhered to by Catholic, 
Protestant, and Jewish charities. 

The religious approach also bound char- 
itable giver and recipient in a personal 
relationship of mutual obligation, and in 
obedience to a higher power. The operat- 
ing question a century ago, when evaluat- 
ing a charity was, "Does it make great 
demands on men to give themselves to 
their brechren?" This vision saw helper and 
helped as "fellow creatures" whose immor- 
tal souls would one day be judged by a lov- 
ing and just Creator. As Olasky puts it, 


"Late nineteenth-century Americans who 
read the Bible regularly did not see God 
as a sugardaddy who merely felt sorry 
for people in distress. They saw God 
showing compassion while demanding 
change, and they tried to do the same." 
Charities used "'religious methods’ — 
reminding the poor that God made them 
and had high expectations for them — 
to 'restore the fallen and helpless to 


l'or centuries. 
American charities 
believed the 
problems were 
moral and 
spiritual ones. 


requiring moral 


and spiritual 
solutions. 





self-respect and self-support."" Thus chari- 
ty was combined with “challenge,” reli- 
gious exhortation by volunteers. 

The "tragedy" of the book's title 
occurred when this slow process, this one- 
by-one, individual-by-individual, person- 
to-person work, was seen by the elites early 
in this century as not being enough. Why 
not do more? Why not make relief univer- 
sal and immediate? The elites disagreed 
with the common view that poverty was 
often the result of vice, freely chosen. 
They, instead, believed that people were 
naturally good; the mass transformation of 
society and elimination of poverty were 
possible if wealth was redistributed. And 
of course, charitable work had to be rid of 
this bothersome religious claptrap. 

Compassion, which had literally meant 
“suffering with,” eventually became 
defined by the elites attracted to the new 
approach as how much money could be 
spent nationally on “the poverty problem.” 
They decided one answer was: more hous- 
ing. According to the National Conference 


15 


of Charities and Corrections (which, sig- 
nificantly, in 1917 changed its name to the 
National Conference of Social Work), 
poor housing caused crime — which goy- 
ernment housing projects would solve. 
“The trend was clear,” says Olasky. “Any 
time the charitable emphasis moved from 
the person to the mass and from souls to 
stones, government became the popular 
engine of progress.” 

This view gained widespread journalistic 
and academic credence over the course of 
the first half of this century, as the old 
lessons were scorned and forgotten. In 
time, the job to make relief universal to 
anyone who qualified (that is, anyone who 
was entitled to it) was handed over to the 
State. By the 1960s, a monograph from 
Columbia University’s New York School of 
Social Work spoke for the elites when it 
called government welfare, rather than any 
spiritual commitment, the “ultimate 
instrument of social conscience in the 
modern world.” Gone was the emphasis 
on personal responsibility. Gone was any 
penalty for able-bodied and mentally com- 
petent individuals who would not work. 
Gone was any scrutiny of behavior, since 
that was caused by “society,” anyway. The 
new orthodoxy rejected categorizing indi- 
viduals as “deserving” or “not deserving.” 
Anyone who would do so was merely 
“blaming the victim,” 

Now we have thirty years’ experience 
with the "modern" approach. Are the poor 
— entitled as they are to a government 
welfare check, food stamps, rent subsidies, 
and a host of other program benefits from 
the state bureaucracy — better off? Has 
poverty been eliminated, or even reduced? 
And what of the poverty of spirit that 
stalks the streets of every once-grear 
American city? 

Americans have, by bitter experience, 
once again learned what those in centuries 

past already knew: that relief provided by 
the State is “not generous but stingy — 
stingy in human contact, stingy in tts esti- 
mation of what human beings made after 
God's image are capable of doing and 
becoming." Now that we have learned, it 
may finally be time to re-examine — and 
recreate — the great generosity of tradi- 
tional American compassion. 


The Tragedy of American Compassion 
ts published by Regnery Publishing 
422 First Street, SE 
Washington, D.C. 20003 
To order, call 1-800-955-5493 








WASHINGTON — IT'S 


NOT YOUR 
MONEY 


| Continued from page 4 





including tax rates on “the rich” — 
fell. What happened before 1989 and 
after 1989? Tax rates on “the rich” 
were jacked up. And that was when 
incomes for everybody fell. 

“This causes considerable embarrass- 
ment among advocates of high tax 
rates," says Alan Reynolds, director of 
economic research at the Hudson 
Institute, “which is why they lump it 
all together as one 15-year period.” 

The fact is, it wasn't only the wealthy, 
the "less than two percent of taxpayers" 
supposedly affected, who were furious at 
the Clinton tax hike. As the November 
elections demonstrated, the entire country 
was livid at it. Reynolds explains 
why: "The burden of punitive tax rates 
is felt by everyone, through the damage 
done to work incentives, saving, stock 
and bond values, and small-business 
creation and survival; many younger 
voters whose incomes have barely 
begun to rise understand very well 
that efforts to 'soak the rich' today 
must limit their own upward mobility 
in the future." 


rdinary people, unlike those 
in Washington, have no trouble 
| understanding how the economy 
really works. Though the pundits 
and the experts are highly condescend- 
ing about the public's "tax-cutting 
fever,” seeing it as ignorance and 
wishful thinking by simpletons who 
dont understand how much society 
needs Washington to distribute 
wealth properly, the citizens’ passion to see 
taxes and spending cut is pure 
economic wisdom. 

The fact is, Washington has taken 
too much of the people’s money, 
and they have wasted it. As a result, 
since the Clinton tax cut: median 
family incomes have dropped — 
unusual during an economic recovery; 
personal savings and wealth have 
decreased; there has been an exodus 
of capital into foreign markets; and the 


dollar has weakened. 
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Sull, the Democrats are preaching doom 
if their tax-and-spend policies are reversed: 
This will “starve children -and kick 
old people out of their homes," 
moaned Gov. Howard Dean (D, VT). 
“Balancing the budget [will] cause pain,” 
cried Budget Director Alice Rivlin. 
"Are [Republicans] going to cut 
Medicare? Are they going to cut Social 
Security? Are they going to cut 
benefits for veterans? Are they going 
to cut agriculture?" whined White 
House Chief of Staff Leon Panetta. 
"[Republican economic proposals] 
would blow another $1.6 trillion hole 
in the deficit, which would destroy 
the economic growth and the job 
creation, whimpered Dick Gephardt. 
“(Balanced budget amendment sup- 
porters are] the same group that quadru- 
pled the national debt the last time 
they had the reins of government,” sulked 


Vice President Al Gore, 

But the sorry legacy of the Democratic 
Partys economic ignorance can be 
seen from the charts on page 4 and 
above. For forty years, their ideas 
have held full sway in the nation's 
capital. For forty years, they have held 
the public purse, and for forty 
years, they have squandered ir. 
They have exploited the vast stores 
of national wealth as if it were theirs 
to splurge, and now the people have 
had enough. The party with the 
citizens treasure is over. 

The message is simple, and it’s 
the soundest economics: Cut spending. 
Shrink government. Remove obstacles — 
get out of the way of freedom. This is 
what the election was all about. Wash- 
ington, from now on, we want to control 
the money. We'll do a far better job — 
because it is ours. 





To subscribe, call 1-800-457-4141 
Democrats: Looking for your identity? Trying to define your core beliefs? 
Read The Limbaugh Letter — I know exactly who you are. 
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